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The Watergate Cap&r - G. Gordon Liddy - John Mitchell (truth his client) 7/23/72, weisberg 


Today’s Wash Post has a p, 1 story reporting the firing of G„ Gordon Liddy, 42, on 
June 28 by John Mitchell , Liddy had earlier been a White House assistant to John Ehrlichman 
but worked with Runt, who worked for/uder Colson on what is entrancingly now identified 
as "Operation Intercept", The subject is given as the federal anti-marijuana campaign,, 

Liddy had been a lawyer for the Re-election committee, "serving is the committee’s counsel 
on finances and campaign contributions at the time he' was fired," 

A free interpretation might be counsel on how to arrange so the contributions and 
expenditures would not have to be reported under the Corrupt Practises Act, for that com- 
mittee held that such filing was not obligatory prior to the date of effectiveness in the 
changed law, 

Liddy was an FBI agent from 1957-62; 1962-5 law practise NYC (firm not indicated, if 
any); 1965-8, asst district. attorney, Dutchess bounty, lfl e "That°\£ill Liddy ran against incum- 
bent Hamilton Fish in the Republican primary, ,, lost by about 1,000 votes out of about 70,000 
casr," Warned special assistant to Sec, Treasury 4/69, transferred to ^hite House late 1971= 

Re and McCord worked for the committee together and "they certainly knew each other" ,BeVan 
Shumway, committee public affiars director said. 

The reason was he alleged refusal to talk to the FBI when they questioned him. £his had 
to have been some time before the date of firing, for after that the FBI reported it to the 
comaitte, after which Mitchell decided to fire Mm, It was all over less than two weeks after 
h -x fc rx e the five were caught. While the FBI, WMte House and Liddy refused to say what the 
questions were, Shumway "cpnfirmed, , .that the FBI questions would have dealt with what he 
called the incident," 

July 8 the Hew York Times quoted Mitchell as saying re Martha’s demand for liberation, 
"oo.if my investigation had turned up a link between this committee or the WMte House and the 
raid, I would have been less inclined to leave, [If I can believe this indeed, what kind of 
"my investigation" was there?] I would have wanted to stick around and clear it up. [Like 
by the unpublicized, ige, in context, secret firing of Liddy?] "He said that Ms own inquiries 
ghave not produced much more PHW emph,] than the private agencies or the newspapers have* . 

But ho said that he had satisfied Mmself that no one in authority in the Republican apparatus 
had anything to do with it." The built-in evasions are obvious, t$t it remains and was intended 


as and used as a denial of any committee involvement. Then why would Liddy be unwilling to answe 
FBI questions and why would the FBI ask any? 

The Post’s story was not written by a reporter regularly assigned to tMs case, which 
made it easier for the Post not to ask about or report the seeming contradiction or the self- 
portrait of Mitchell as gay deceiver if not liar. The Post d.oes not say how the info got out 
of how it reached the Post, If it tookmore than three weeks for tMs to happen, can it be 
that it was timed to receive and be able to rreceive lea&t attention (coinciding with political 
new like Agnew again,, weekend unavailabilities of spokesmen, making it a tMrd-day story for 
the Tuesday a.rn.s) by the press and its readers and by radio and TV, which have^east coverage 
Sundays and to a smaller audience in all media during weekend-away weather? Example: the six 
WasMngton TV stations have two newscasts before 1® p.m, ini all and two more at 11 p.m. and 
1 at 10. Saturdays, the totalis 9. ondays, asid.e from the Today show and the hour-long CBSTv 
a.m, news at 7 there are 14 Aside from shorter ones during other schedules. These total- 8 l/2 
hours, 8 on four stations, not including Today and C& a,m, 

TMs story has gotten incredibly little electronic play. One TV newscast friends wh&ched 
when I didn t last Mght, no mention, Sefeeral hours my ote!n all-news radio mention, none except 
scant on CB§ hourly (twice). Today, with intermittent monitoring to now, after 3 p,m 0 , none, 

TMs is not only a live story, it is a paricularly scandalous one, I think, by normal news 
concepts, psJdLng the lack of attention extraordinary. For comparison, I never stopped healing 
of the employing of Brushy Mountain Prison yesterdau and the moving of Ray to Nashville as 
part of the evacuation. 

Who can doubt that Mitggel^ ^jfouldn t lie when asked if tMs had any connection with Martha’ 
demand that he get out of (wxwwkfed) politics and he said "notMng to do with it"(HTT 7/8/72)? 

And her actualy departure from Newport Leach, ^alif . , where guarded by McCord's boyos (the • 
ass injectors, that is). But let us remember that her call to announce it to Helen Thomas was 
6/22/72, and the incident was 6/ 17. Just coincidence, of course. 

Putting It all together, I .tMnk Martha may have been closer than -^onest John, And maybe 
^ohn did more than save his marriage, save more, in yielding to her demand for liberation from 
the "dirty" life. It HAS silenced her, to date. 



